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DECLARATION STATEMENT
RECORD OF DECISION

INDUSTRIAL LATEX

Site Name and Location

Industrial Latex
Wallington, Bergen County, New Jersey

Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for contaminated soil, vats, buildings, and
buried drums at the Industrial Latexsite.  The remedial action was chosen in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 and, to the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan. This decision is based on the administrative record for the site.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the Industrial Latex site, if not addressed by
implementing the response action selected in this Record of Decision, may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.

Description of the Selected Remedy

The remedy described in this document represents the first operable unit for the Industrial Latex site.  It
addresses the current and future threats to human health and the environment associated with the
contamination present in the soil, vats, buildings, and buried drums at the site, and is the final remedial
action for these media.  Additional investigation will be undertaken to characterize the nature and extent of
any site-related groundwater contamination.  A subsequent decision document will address the need for
groundwater remediation. 

The major components of the selected remedy include:

! Excavation of contaminated soil exceeding remediation goals above the water table, on-site treatment
by low temperature thermal desorption, and on-site backfilling of the treated soil;

! Removal and off-site disposal of contaminated vats in an approved landfill under the Toxic Substances
Control Act and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act;

! Demolition and off-site disposal of buildings in an appropriate landfill;
! Excavation and off-site treatment or disposal of buried drums; and

! Appropriate environmental monitoring to ensure the effectiveness of the remedy.

Statutory Determinations

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with Federal and State
requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, and is cost
effective.  This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the maximum
extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that reduces
toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element. Subsequent actions may be necessary to address
groundwater contamination at the site.

Because this remedy will not result in hazardous substances remaining on the site above health-based levels,
the five-year review will not apply to this action.



ROD FACT SHEET

SITE
Name                Industrial Latex
Location/State      Wallington, Bergen County, New Jersey
EPA Region          II
HRS Score (date)    36.45

ROD
Date Signed         9/30/92
Remedy/ies          Contaminated soil will be excavated and
                    treated by low temperature thermal
                    desorption, and then backfilled on the site.
                    Buried drums present at the site will be
                    excavated also, and will be disposed of or
                    incinerated at an off-site facility.  The
                    vats will be dismantled and disposed of in an
                    appropriate off-site landfill.  Two buildings
                    on the site will be demolished and also
                    disposed of in an appropriate off-site
                    landfill.
Capital Cost        $11,263,600
O & M/year          $4,848,700
Present worth       $17,883,600

LEAD
Lead agency               U.S. EPA
Primary contact (phone)   Paolo Pascetta (212) 264-9001
Secondary contact (phone) Robert McKnight (212) 264-1870
Main PRP(s)               N/A

WASTE
Type (metals, PCB, &c)    PCB
Medium (soil, g.w., &c)   soil, vats, drums, buildings
Origin                    Company manufactured chemical
                          adhesives, and natural and synthetic
                          rubber compounds
Est. quantity cu.yd.      38,000 cu. yd. of soil
              gal.        800 gallons of liquid and six cu. yd.
                          of sludge
            # drums       approx. 600 buried drums and 30 vats
              etc.        approx. 41,000 sq. ft. of interior
                          bldg. surfaces (walls and floors) and
                          an exterior concrete pad



Record of Decision for the Industrial Latex Site

Kathleen C. Callahan, Director Emergency and Remedial Response Division (2ERRD)

Constantine Sidamon-Eristoff Regional Administrator (2RA)

Attached for your approval is the Record of Decision (ROD) for the contaminated soil, vats, and buildings at
the Industrial Latex site.  The site is located in Bergen County, New Jersey.

The selected remedial action represents the first of two planned operable units for the site.  This action
will address the contamination present in the soil, vats, and buildings at the site.  The groundwater will be
the subject of the second operable unit.

Contaminated soil will be excavated and treated by low temperature thermal desorption, and then backfilled on
the site.  Buried drums present at the site will be excavated also, and will be disposed of or incinerated at
an off-site facility.  The vats will be dismantled and disposed of in an appropriate off-site landfill.  Two
buildings on the site will be demolished and also disposed of in an appropriate off-site landfill.  The
estimated present worth cost to perform the remedial action at the site is $18 million.

A remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) to identify the nature and extent of contamination at
the site was completed in July 1992.  The results of the RI/FS and the Proposed Plan for the site were
released to the public on July 16, 1992.  The 30-day public comment period ended on August 15, 1992.  In
addition, a public meeting was held on August 10, 1992.  The comments provided by local residents and
officials on the proposed remedial action did not necessitate a modification of the proposed remedy.

The attached ROD was developed by EPA and has been reviewed by the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection and Energy, and the appropriate offices within Region II.  Their input and comments are reflected
in the document.

If you have any questions concerning this ROD, I will be happy to discuss them at your convenience.

Attachment



DECISION SUMMARY

RECORD OF DECISION

INDUSTRIAL LATEX

SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Industrial Latex site is located at 350 Mount Pleasant Avenue in the Borough of Wallington, Bergen
County, New Jersey.  It is situated in a small valley between two northeast-southwest trending hills.  The
property encompasses 9.67 acres in a mixed residential/industrial neighborhood.  The site is bordered by a
residential area including an elementary school to the west; a tractor trailer storage area to the north; the
CONRAIL/New Jersey Transit railroad line to the east; and an outdoor recreational complex, residences, and
anundeveloped lot to the south (Figure 1).  The undeveloped lot is owned by the Borough of Wallington and is
utilized for storage (road salt, sand, gravel, and construction debris), and for composting (grass, leaves,
etc.).  The Borough of WoodRidge is located directly east of the railroad line.

The site is southeast of an extensive industrial development bordering the CONRAIL/New Jersey Transit rail
corridor.  Industrial facilities near the site include the Curtiss-Wright Corporation located in Wood-Ridge
and Farmland Dairies in Wallington.  The Curtiss-Wright and Farmland Dairies facilities are currently
undergoing environmental investigations under the New Jersey Environmental Cleanup Responsibility Act (ECRA).

The majority of the land use within a one-half mile radius of the Industrial Latex site is residential, while
some land is zoned for commerce and industry. Major residential developments are closely situated to the
east, west, and south of the site.  According to 1990 census data, approximately 17,500 people live in the
Boroughs of Wallington and Wood-Ridge.

Until 1985, the Borough of Wallington had maintained five public water supply wells within the Borough
(Figure 2).  Four of these wells are located within one mile of the site.  However, the wells have been
closed since 1985 due to groundwater contamination of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) such as
trichloroethene (TCE), tetrachloroethene (PCE), and trans-1,2dichloroethene. The Passaic Valley Water
Commission currently supplies potable water to the Wallington Water Company for distribution to the Borough.

Two buildings are present on the site.  Building 1 housed the offices and laboratory of the Industrial Latex
Corporation and served as the shipping warehouse.  Some chemical processing was performed in this building. 
A floor drain runs down the center of Building 1 discharging to the ground at the rear of the property. 
Off-specification product was allegedly dumped inthe floor drain.  Four on-site septic tanks were also used
for disposal of chemical wastes:  Tanks 1 and 2 are located immediately adjacent to the southeast side of
Building 1 and Tanks 3 and 4 are located approximately 125 feet northeast of Building 1.  A boiler located in
Building 1 may be a source of dioxin contamination found at the site due to the alleged combustion of oil
containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  The larger building, Building 2, served as the main production
facility.  Most of the production equipment still remains in the building along with rolls of finished
materials and miscellaneous pieces of small equipment.  Four rooms were added to the original structure of
Building 2 after 1960.  The additional portions of this building may be built on buried debris.  Thirty
chemical-processing vats were used to formulate the latex products; six vats are located in Building 1 and 24
vats are located in Building 2.  Latex product has solidified on the interior and exterior surfaces of the
vats.

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

The Industrial Latex Corporation manufactured chemical adhesives, and natural and synthetic rubber compounds
from 1951 until 1980.  Adhesives were initially formulated using vegetable protein in a solvent base. 
Solvents utilized in the process included acetone, heptane, hexane, methyl ethyl ketone (MEK), and methylene
chloride.  To reduce flammability, PCBs were introduced as a fire retardant.  In addition, the PCBs also had
excellent bonding properties.

In the late 1970s, solvent-based adhesives were replaced by waterbased latex adhesives.  Intermittent



processing of latex compounds continued at the site until October 1983, when all operations ceased.  Poor
operational procedures and on-site waste disposal practices resulted in widespread areas of surface and
subsurface soil contamination.

Prompted by numerous complaints from local officials about the misuse of solvents and the dumping of trash
and chemicals on the property, the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy (NJDEPE)
conducted a site inspection in 1980 and found approximately 250 leaking drums of various chemical compounds. 
In addition, NJDEPE discovered that VOCs and materials contaminated with PCBs had been disposed of in an
on-site sanitary septic system.  NJDEPE conducted a second site inspection in 1983 and discovered
approximately 1,600 drums which were open, leaking, or lying on their sides.  Analyses of the drum contents
revealed the presence of acetone, hexane, MEK, dimethyl formanide, and 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA).

In 1985, NJDEPE began enforcement efforts to have the site owner remove and properly dispose of all on-site
drums and contaminated soil.  By March 1986, however, only about 400 drums had been removed.

Because of the owner's inability to conduct a timely removal of the material, the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) initiated a removal action in April 1986 to address immediate contaminant hazards
present at the site.  Sampling and analyses of on-site drums revealed the presence of benzene, ethylbenzene,
toluene, xylene, and extensive PCB contamination.  By January 1987, EPA had removed 1,200 drums and 22
underground storage tanks from the site.

From May 1987 until January 1988, EPA conducted an expanded site inspection for the purpose of collecting
additional data on the nature and extent of contamination.  In addition, a fence was installed to restrict
access to the site and reduce direct exposure to surface contamination.  The data collected during the
expanded site inspection was used as supporting documentation in ranking the Industrial Latex site for
inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL) of Superfund sites.  The site was proposed for inclusion on
the NPL in June 1988 and finalized in March 1989.  EPA initiated a remedial investigation and feasibility
study (RI/FS) to determine the nature and extent of contamination at the Industrial Latex site in June 1989.

On March 26, 1986, EPA sent notice letters to five potentially responsible parties (PRPs).  On July 31, 1986,
EPA issued a Unilateral Administrative Order to all five of these PRPs demanding that they perform removal
actions at the site.  None of the PRPs offered to perform this work.  In January 1988, EPA filed a lien on
the site pursuant to Section 113 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensatory and Liability Act
(CERCLA), as amended.  In addition, EPA sent a letter, dated January 4, 1988, to two of the PRPs demanding
that they reimburse EPA for $1,524,000 in past costs related to removal activities at the site.  Neither
party offered to provide EPA with such reimbursement.  On March 17, 1992, EPA sent information request
letters to three firms believed to have information relating to the disposal of waste material at the site. 
The responses did not indicate that the firms had any involvement with the Industrial Latex site.  EPA will
evaluate further enforcement activities.

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

A Community Relations Plan (CRP) was developed to ensure the public opportunities for involvement in
site-related decisions.  In addition, the CRP was used by EPA to determine, based on community interviews,
activities to ensure public involvement and to provide opportunities for the community to learn about the
site.

EPA held a public meeting and distributed a fact sheet in June 1989 to explain the initial RI/FS to the
public and to report on the progress being made at the site.

The RI and FS reports were released to the public in July 1992.  A Proposed Plan, that identified EPA's
preferred remedial alternative, was released on July 16, 1992.  These documents were made available to the
public at the information repositories at the John F. Kennedy Memorial Library, located on Hathaway Street in
Wallington, New Jersey, and the Wood-Ridge Memorial Library, located on Hackensack Street in Wood-Ridge, New
Jersey, and in the administrative record file at the EPA Docket Room in Region II, New York, New York.  A
copy of the administrative record is also located at the John F. Kennedy Memorial Library. The notice of
availability for the above-referenced documents was published in The Record (Bergen/Hudson Edition) on July



16, 1992.  The public comment period on these documents was held from July 16, 1992 to August 15, 1992.

On August 10, 1992, EPA conducted a public meeting at the Wallington Civic Center, to present the findings of
the RI/FS and the Proposed Plan, and to respond to questions and comments from area residents and other
attendees.

Responses to the comments received during the public comment period are included in the Responsiveness
Summary, which is part of this Record of Decision (ROD).

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the Industrial Latex site, chosen in
accordance with the CERCLA, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and, to
the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP).  The
selection of the remedy for this site is based on the administrative record.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION

This Record of Decision was developed by EPA.

As with many Superfund sites, the problems at the Industrial Latex site are complex.  As a result, EPA has
organized the site into two remedial phases or operable units, in addition to the removal action that was
conducted between April 1986 and January 1987.  This ROD addresses the first operable unit for the site and
identifies the selected remedy for the contaminated soilsand sediments, buildings and equipment, drums,
septic system, and hardened latex material.  This is a final remedy for the first operable unit.

Because the results of the groundwater investigation were not conclusive, a second operable unit to more
fully characterize the presence and extent of contamination will be performed.  A subsequent investigation
will be performed to determine the nature and extent of any site-related groundwater contamination.  A final
remedy for the groundwater contamination will be determined after collecting and evaluating additional
groundwater information.

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Site Geology and Hydrology

The Industrial Latex site lies within the physiographic region known as the Triassic Lowlands which is a
subdivision of the Piedmont Province. In general, the lowland terrain consists of a gently rolling surface
that varies in altitude from one foot to 200 feet.  The lowland is underlain by igneous and sedimentary rocks
of Jurassic and Triassic Age, respectively.  The sedimentary bedrock deposits of shale, siltstone and
sandstone belong to the Brunswick Formation of the Newark Group.  The Brunswick Formation is also referred to
as the Passaic Formation.  The igneous bedrock consists of basalt and diabase intrusions which form highly
resistant ridges, known as the Watchung Mountains.  The site is located in a small valley between two
northeast-southwest trending hills.  The site has an average elevation of 63 feet above mean sea level (MSL). 
The hill to the west of the site has an elevation of 120 feet above MSL.  To the east, another ridge of hills
rises to an altitude of 200 feet above MSL.

The sedimentary beds strike north to northeast and dip west to northwest at 10 degrees.  A prominent set of
joints parallels the strike of the beds; a less prominent set strikes in a northwest direction.  The United
States Geological Survey (USGS) performed geophysical logging on the Borough ofWallington's Spring Street
well, located approximately 450 feet south of the site.  Based on this logging, the USGS inferred that major
fracture zones exist at 36 to 40 feet and 53 to 66 feet below ground surface, with numerous small fractures
down the rest of the 392-foot well.

Bedrock at the site is overlain by approximately 35 feet of glacial deposits. The glacial deposits are thick
(30 to 50 feet) in the eastern portion of the site and relatively thin (6 to 8 feet) in the western portion
of the site due to the sharp rise in bedrock elevation in this area.

Low portions of the site to the east have accumulated marshland organic substratum of the Udorthents Series. 



However, development of the area and reworking of the on-site soils have disturbed the original soils
significantly. In general, soils found at the Industrial Latex site are classified as soils of the Boonton
Series Urban Land Complex.

The Industrial Latex site is located in the Passaic River basin. Generally, on-site surface runoff flows
eastward across the site to an intermittent drainage channel which parallels the railroad tracks.  This
drainage channel ordinarily flows only during periods of excessive precipitation.

Groundwater is present in both consolidated and unconsolidated subsurface material at the Industrial Latex
site.  Formerly, five municipal wells supplied the Borough of Wallington with its potable water.  All wells
were completed in the Brunswick Formation, at depths ranging from approximately 350 to 400 feet below the
ground surface.  As shown in Figure 2, the municipal wells are situated throughout the Borough.  Since 1985,
the municipal wells have been closed due to VOC contamination.  The primary contaminants are
trans-1,2-dichloroethene, PCE, and TCE.

In 1986, the USGS conducted a survey of the groundwater quality in the area of the Industrial Latex site.  In
addition to the Wallington municipal wells, analytical data were reviewed from a municipal test well
immediately south of the site, monitoring wells at the Curtiss-Wright Facility in WoodRidge northeast of the
site, and production wells at the Farmland Dairies in the Borough of Wallington north of the site.  Based on
this water quality data, the USGS inferred that groundwater in the unconsolidated and bedrock materials
around the site are contaminated with VOCs, petroleum hydrocarbons, and phthalate esters.  This may indicate
that groundwater contamination is a regional problem in the area.

The RI also investigated groundwater quality both on and off the Industrial Latex site.  However, because
groundwater sampling produced inconsistent results, and only relatively low concentrations of contaminants
were detected, no conclusions could be drawn from that part of the investigation.

The depth to water at the Industrial Latex site was found to range from approximately 10 feet below the
ground surface in the eastern portion of the property to about 20 feet in the western portion.  The water
level difference in the depth corresponds to a change in topography between the eastern and western portions
of the site.

Using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Wetland Classification System, the wetlands identified at
the Industrial Latex site were classified as palustrine wetlands.  The water regime at the site could be
classified as seasonally/temporarily flooded.  This indicates that water is present for both brief and
extended periods during the growing season.  When surface water is absent, the water table usually occurs
closely below the ground surface early in the season and drops lower as the growing season continues.
Palustrine emergent wetlands are located near the northeast corner of the site.  The palustrine scrub/shrub
and forested wetlands, in the northern section of the site between the fence and the property boundary, are
characterized by hardwood shrub and tree vegetation.  A scrub/shrub wetland borders the surface drainage
ditch adjacent to the eastern property boundary.  Past human activities have disturbed these wetlands causing
alterations in typical wetland hydrology, soil and vegetation.  Perturbations found on site include altered
drainage patterns, buried hydric soils (i.e., filled wetlands), scraped and/or removed hydric soils, buried
plant materials, mounded dirt and debris on buried hydric soils, ditched wetland areas, and removed
vegetation. 

A Stage IA Cultural Resource Survey performed as part of the RI concluded that there is little likelihood
that significant prehistoric or historic activities occurred at the site.  In addition, due to the extensive
reworking of the site soils over the last 40 years, any archeological remains of such activities would have
been likely obliterated.  Therefore, no additional investigation is considered necessary.

Nature and Extent of Contamination

A series of field investigations, collectively referred to as the remedial investigation, was completed in
June 1992.  The purpose of the RI was to determine the nature and extent of contamination associated with the
site.



To assess the nature and extent of contamination, 256 samples were obtained from surface and subsurface soil,
54 samples from groundwater, 24 from sediments, and 86 samples of building components including interior
building surfaces, floor drains, septic systems, and equipment.

The major conclusions of the RI for the site are summarized below:

   ! Approximately 32,000 cubic yards of soil on the site are contaminated with PCB Aroclor 1260,
bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, metals, and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs).  This volume is
based on an estimate of soil containing more than 1 part per million (ppm) of PCBs, and includes soil
in the wetland portion of thesite as well as beneath the buildings.  The highest levels of soil
contamination are found along the eastern boundary and in the southeast corner of the site (Figures 3
to 6).  PCB Aroclor 1260 is found in concentrations up to 4,000 ppm, bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate up to
280 ppm, and antimony up to 12.6 ppm.  An additional 2,700 cubic yards of soil contain metals at
concentrations consistent with background levels for the area.  The background levels were based on
off-site sampling of soil.

   ! Approximately 600 buried drums containing latex-type material and other material are present along the
eastern boundary and southeastern corner of the site at a depth of one-half foot to 10 feet below the
ground surface.  Samples of this material detected PCB Aroclor 1260 at concentrations as high as
43,700 ppm.  In addition, drums and related latex-type material are exposed along the railroad
corridor.

   ! Approximately 2,700 cubic yards of soil and sediments in a drainage channel along the eastern border
of the site are contaminated with PCB Aroclor 1260 (up to 250 ppm), bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (up to
150 ppm), PAHs (up to 13 ppm), and metals (up to 654 ppm). The surface water in the drainage channel
did not contain any compounds which exceed promulgated New Jersey Surface Water Quality Criteria.

   ! Groundwater beneath the eastern portion of the site may be contaminated with low concentrations of
VOCs, PCB Aroclor 1260, bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, and metals, but the results from several rounds
of groundwater sampling were not consistent. Additionally, because background conditions were not
sufficiently established, it could not be determined if the groundwater was actually contaminated as a
result of the site.  However, all residences in the area are served by the Passaic Valley Water
Commission.

   ! Approximately 41,000 square feet of interior building surfaces (walls and floors) and an exterior
concrete pad are contaminated with PCB Aroclor 1260 at a level up to 95 ppm.  The floor drains in one
of the buildings, the processing vats, and miscellaneous equipment within both buildings are also
contaminated with PCB Aroclor 1260 (as high as 570 ppm).  The floor drains are also contaminated with
VOCs, phthalates, and metals.

   ! Approximately 800 gallons of liquids and six cubic yards of sludges from the septic tanks are
contaminated with VOCs (up to 2,800 ppm), PCBs (up to 22,000 ppm), phthalates (up to 5,600 ppm), and
metals (up to 13,000 ppm).

   ! Thirty vats are present in the two buildings on the site and are primarily contaminated with surficial
PCBs (up to 21,100 ppm), metals, and VOCs (up to 24,800 ppm).

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

Based upon the results of the RI, a baseline risk assessment was conducted to estimate the risks associated
with current and future site conditions.  The baseline risk assessment estimates the human health and
environmental risk which could result from the contamination at the site if no remedial action were taken.

Human Health Risk Assessment

For the human health risk assessment, a reasonable maximum human exposure was evaluated.  A four-step process
was utilized for assessing site-related human health risks for a reasonable maximum exposure scenario: 



Hazard Identification--identified the contaminants of concern at the site based on several factors such as
toxicity, frequency of occurrence, andconcentration; Exposure Assessment--estimated the magnitude of actual
and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and duration of these exposures, and the pathways (e.g.,
ingesting contaminated soil) by which humans are potentially exposed; Toxicity Assessment-- determined the
types of adverse health effects associated with chemical exposures, and the relationship between magnitude of
exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response); and Risk Characterization--summarized and
combined outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessments to provide a quantitative (e.g., one-in-a-million
excess cancer risk) assessment of site-related risks.

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic (cancer causing) and noncarcinogenic effects due
to exposure to site chemicals are considered separately.  It was assumed that the toxic effects of the
siterelated chemicals would be additive.  Thus, carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks associated with
exposures to individual indicator compounds were summed to indicate the potential risks associated with
mixtures of potential carcinogens and noncarcinogens, respectively.  Table 1 shows the chemicals detected in
soil and sediments at the site, and identifies the chemicals of potential concern.  The health effects
criteria for the chemicals of potential concern are presented in Table 2.

Noncarcinogenic risks were assessed using a Hazard Index (HI) approach, based on a comparison of expected
contaminant intakes and safe levels of intake (Reference Doses).  Reference Doses (RfDs) have been developed
by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health effects.  RfDs, which are expressed in units of
milligrams per kilogram per day (mg/kg-day), are estimates of daily exposure levels for humans which are
thought to be safe over a lifetime (including sensitive individuals).  Estimated intakes of chemicals from
environmental media (e.g., the amount of a chemical ingested from contaminated drinking water) are compared
with the RfD to derive the hazard quotient for the contaminant in the particular media.  The HI is obtained
by adding the hazard quotients for all compounds across all media. An HI greater than 1.0 indicates that the
potential exists for noncarcinogenic health effects to occur as a result of site-related exposures.  The HI
provides a useful reference point for gauging the potential significance of multiple contaminant exposures
within a single medium or across media.

Potential carcinogenic risks were evaluated using the cancer potency factors developed by EPA for the
indicator compounds.  Cancer potency factors (CPFs) have been developed by EPA's Carcinogenic Risk Assessment
Verification Endeavor for estimating excess lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially
carcinogenic chemicals.  CPFs, which are expressed in units of (mg/kg-day)[-1], are multiplied by the
estimated intake of a potential carcinogen, in mg/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound estimate of the excess
lifetime cancer risk associated with exposure to the compound at that intake level.  The term "upper bound"
reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated from the CPFs.  Use of this approach makes
underestimation of the risk highly unlikely.

For known or suspected carcinogens, EPA considers excess upperbound individual lifetime cancer risks of
between 1X10[-4] to 1X10[-6] to be acceptable.  This level indicates that an individual has no greater than a
one in ten thousand to one in a million chance of developing cancer as a result of exposure to site
conditions over a 30-year period.  

To evaluate human health risk, several exposure pathways were selected for detailed evaluation under both
current and future land-use conditions.  Under current land-use conditions (Table 3), the dominant health
risk is posed by the ingestion of on-site surface soil (0 to 2 feet) by a trespasser. Ingestion of soil poses
the greatest carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk.  The estimated cancer risk is 9x10[-4] (nine in ten
thousand), primarily due to PCB Aroclor 1260.  The HI related to ingestion of on-site surface soil is 7.8.

The estimated cancer risk for dermal contact with on-site soil and for incidental ingestion of, or dermal
contact with, off-site surface soil are within EPA's target cancer risk range of 10[-4] to 10[-6].  The HIs
for these exposure pathways are less than one.  Both excess cancer risk and the HI for the remaining exposure
pathways are also within acceptable levels. 

The following exposure pathways were evaluated in detail under future land-use conditions:

   ! Incidental ingestion and dermal absorption of on-site surface soils by a hypothetical future worker.



   ! Incidental ingestion and dermal absorption of on-site surface soils by a hypothetical future resident
(Birth to 30 years old).

Under future land-use conditions (Table 4), the dominant health risk is posed by the ingestion of on-site
surface soil by a future resident.  Based on contaminant concentrations identified in the on-site surface
soil, ingestion of the soil poses the greatest carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk. The estimated excess
cancer risk is 2x10[-2] (two in a hundred), due primarily to PCB Aroclor 1260.  The HI is 48, also due to PCB
Aroclor 1260.

The estimated excess cancer risk for dermal contact with on-site surface soil for a future resident is
5x10[-3] (five in a thousand), and the HI is 14.  The estimated excess cancer risk for incidental ingestion
of on-site surface soil by a future worker is 3x10[-3], and 5x10[-4] for dermal contact with the soil.  The
HIs are 9.5 and 1.6, respectively.

A qualitative risk assessment was performed for the building surfaces and vats on the site because of the
difficulty in adequately quantifying those exposure risks.  Generally, the chemicals detected on the building
and vat surfaces were present at concentrations significantly higher than the maximum concentrations found in
on-site soil.  Dermal absorption of PCB Aroclor 1260 and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate are the most serious
health threats, and chronic exposure may result in elevated cancer risks, adverse liver effects, and
fetotoxicity.  Short-term exposures via inhalation to high concentrations of VOCs in the floor drains may
result in neurological effects.  The high concentrations of inorganic chemicals are not likely to penetrate
the skin; however, the risks due to incidental ingestion may be significant due primarily to antimony and
zinc.

Ecological Risk Assessment

For the ecological risk assessment, a reasonable maximum environmental exposure was evaluated.  A four-step
process was utilized for assessing site-related ecological risks for a reasonable maximum exposure scenario:
Problem Formulation--a qualitative evaluation of contaminant release, migration, and fate; identification of
contaminants of concern, receptors, exposure pathways, and known ecological effects of the contaminants; and
selection of endpoints for further study; Exposure Assessment--a quantitative evaluation of contaminant
release, migration, and fate; characterization of exposure pathways and receptors; and measurement or
estimation of exposure point concentrations; Ecological Effects Assessment– literature reviews, field
studies, and toxicity tests, linking contaminant concentrations to effects on ecological receptors; and Risk
Characterization --measurement or estimation of both current and future adverse effects.

The ecological assessment is summarized as follows:

   ! PCBs have the greatest potential to adversely impact the soil-dwelling invertebrates and small mammals
because they are widely distributed in the soil throughout the site, and have a relatively
hightoxicity and propensity to bioconcentrate.

   ! Chemical concentrations in the surface water of the drainage channel are generally below
concentrations likely to impact aquatic communities.  Some impacts might occur to sensitive aquatic
species and/or life stages as a result of inorganic contaminants in the sediment.

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, as in all such assessments, are subject to
a wide variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sources of uncertainty include:

! environmental chemistry sampling and analysis
! environmental parameter measurement
! fate and transport modeling
! exposure parameter estimation
! toxicological data



Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the potentially uneven distribution of chemicals in
the media sampled.  Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to the actual levels present.
Environmental chemistry-analysis error can stem from several sources including the errors inherent in the
analytical methods and characteristics of the matrix being sampled.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estimates of how often an individual would actually
come in contact with the contaminants of concern, the period of time over which such exposure would occur,
and in the models used to estimate the concentrations of the contaminants of concern at the point of
exposure.

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both from animals to humans and from high to low
doses of exposure, as well as from the difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a mixture of chemicals. 
These uncertainties are addressed by making conservative assumptions concerning risk and exposure parameters
throughout the assessment.  As a result, the Risk Assessment provides upper-bound estimates of the risks to
populations near the site, and is highly unlikely to underestimate actual risks related to the site.

More specific information concerning human health risks, including a quantitative evaluation of the degree of
risk associated with various exposure pathways, is presented in the Risk Assessment Report. 

Conclusion

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the Industrial Latex site, if not addressed by
implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial endangerment
to public health, welfare, or the environment.

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

The following remedial action objectives have been established for this operable unit of the Industrial Latex
site:

   ! Reduce risks associated with inadvertent ingestion of, and direct contact with, contaminated soil and
sediments

   ! Reduce risks associated with continued release of contaminants from other known source areas, such as
buried drums, buried off-specification product, and septic tanks

   ! Reduce risks associated with potential future releases from equipment, building process vats, floor
drains, and buildings

   ! Reduce ecological risks associated with current site conditions and potential future releases from
equipment, building process vats, floor drains, and buildings

To achieve these objectives, EPA will utilize the risk-based remediation goals developed for the Industrial
Latex site shown on Table 5.  The remediation goals were based on an assumption that the site could be
developed for residential use at some future time.  Additionally, the relatively close proximity of current
residences to the contaminated area (several residential backyards extend onto uncontaminated portions of the
Industrial Latex property) further substantiates the basis for this assumption.  The remediation goals will
decrease the risks to the 10[-6] range.  These risk-based remediation goals were derived in order to reflect
the potential risk from exposure to a chemical given a specific pathway, medium, and land-use combination. 
By setting the total risk for carcinogenic effects at an acceptable risk level (i.e., one in a million), it
is possible to calculate a remediation level for carcinogens in that exposure pathway.  For noncarcinogens,
total risk is set at an HI of 1 for each chemical in a particular medium.  It is then possible to calculate a
remediation level for each noncarcinogen within that particular medium.  Because significant contaminant
concentrations are present near the groundwater table in some areas of the site, soil will be remediated to
the average water table (approximately ten feet below the ground surface).



DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

CERCLA, as amended by SARA, requires that each selected site remedy be protective of human health and the
environment, comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements, utilize permanent solutions and
alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable, and
be cost effective.  In addition, the statute includes a preference for the use of treatment as a principal
element for the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances.

The FS evaluated in detail eight alternatives for remediating the soil, three alternatives for remediating
hardened material in vats, and four alternatives for remediating building surfaces.  Under the soil remedial
alternatives, Alternative S-1 (A), No Action, also includes no action for the hardened material in vats and
the building surfaces.  Alternatives S-2 through S-6 each include the excavation of buried drums which would
be transported off site for treatment or disposal.  Alternatives S-4, S-5, and S-6 also include the removal
of the septic system and its contents for off-site treatment or disposal.

The estimated capital cost, operation and maintenance costs (O&M), and net present worth costs of each
alternative discussed below are provided for comparison.  The estimated implementation time reflects only the
time required to construct or implement the remedy, and does not include the time required to design the
remedy, negotiate with the responsible parties, or procure contracts for design and construction.  A brief
description of each alternative follows.

SOIL (INCLUDING BURIED DRUM/LATEX) REMEDIATION ALTERNATIVES

Alternative S-1 (A):  No Action (Soil, Vats, and Building Surfaces)

Estimated Capital Cost:                          $    0
Estimated Annual O&M Costs:                      $30,000
Estimated Present Worth:                         $83,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe:              none

A No Action alternative is evaluated for every Superfund site to establish a baseline for comparison of
remedial alternatives.  Under this alternative, no further action would be taken to address contamination at
the site.

The fence which currently surrounds the site would remain in place, however, it would not be maintained.  No
measures would be taken to reduce the potential for exposures to the contaminated soil, hardened material in
vats, or the building surfaces.  No environmental monitoring activities would be performed, other than a
review after five years to determine if contamination has spread. The cost estimates above include the cost
to perform this review.

Alternative S-1 (B):  Minimal Action

Estimated Capital Cost:                          $  167,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs:                      $  237,200
Estimated Present Worth:                         $3,434,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe:              30 years

Under the Minimal Action alternative, no measures would be taken to remediate the contamination on the site. 
However, certain capital costs which include extending the existing fence and groundwater monitoring would be
included in this alternative.

Site conditions would also be periodically monitored to evaluate the migration of contaminants from the site
and to monitor the effects of natural attenuation. As with the No Action alternative, a review would be
required after five years. The estimated implementation timeframe for this alternative is for the monitoring
program.

Alternative S-2:  Capping



Estimated Capital Cost:                          $4,940,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs:                      $  240,000
Estimated Present Worth:                         $7,090,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe:              6 months

Capping represents an alternative that utilizes containment with no treatment. Capping would reduce the
mobility of the soil contaminants by minimizing water infiltration and subsequent leaching of soil
contaminants into the groundwater. Various capping methodologies were evaluated in the FS including a
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) type cap, multi-media cap, asphalt cap, and soil cap.  For cost
estimation purposes, an asphalt cap with an underlying High Density Polyethylene liner was selected as the
representative process option for the capping alternative.

Prior to construction of the cap, buried drums would be excavated and transported off site for treatment or
disposal.  Contaminated sediments from the drainage ditch and contaminated soil from the wetland area at the
northeastern portion of the site would be excavated and relocated to the area to be capped.

During construction and related activities, an air monitoring program would be implemented to assure that no
significant airborne contamination migrates off site.  Dust suppression measures would be undertaken during
soil excavation and related activities.  Additionally, an assessment of the wetlands would be performed to
determine the potential impact of the remedial action. If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland mitigation
or restoration would be developed.

Following the installation of the cap, a long-term monitoring program would be undertaken to ensure the
effectiveness of the remedy.  Deed restrictions would be sought for the property, if necessary. 

Alternative S-3:  In-situ Stabilization

Estimated Capital Cost:                          $ 9,100,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs:                      $   240,000
Estimated Present Worth:                         $11,200,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe:              6 months

Under this alternative, contaminated soil would be mixed with setting agents, such as cement or lime, to form
a hard, durable product in which contaminants are chemically bound and/or entrapped in the solidified mass.

Approximately 28,100 cubic yards of contaminated surface and subsurface soil can be stabilized in place.  The
remaining soil, an estimated 6,600 cubic yards, is in the wetland area, confined areas where the soil mixing
equipment cannot reach, or under the buildings.  Soils in the wetland area would be excavated and stabilized
ex-situ to facilitate wetland restoration.  Soils removed from wetland would be relocated on site after
treatment.  Soils excavated from the confined area between the buildings would be treated ex-situ and used to
backfill the same area from which they were removed.  If the buildings were demolished, that soil could be
also stabilized in place, as well as the soil under the buildings.  If the buildings were not demolished, the
soil under them would not be stabilized.  An asphalt cap would be constructed over the stabilized soils to
isolate them and to reduce the infiltration of precipitation into the treated soils.  Prior to the
stabilization of the soil, buried drums would be excavated and transported off site for treatment or
disposal.  During construction and related activities, an air monitoring program would be implemented to
assure that no significant airborne contamination migrates off site.  Dust suppression measures would be
undertaken during soil excavation and related activities. Deed restrictions would be sought for the property,
if necessary. Additionally, an assessment of the wetlands would be performed to determine the potential
impact of the remedial action.  If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland mitigation or restoration would be
developed.

Alternative S-4:  Low Temperature Thermal Desorption

Estimated Capital Cost:                          $10,480,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs:                      $ 4,848,700
Estimated Present Worth:                         $17,100,000



Estimated Implementation Timeframe:              1 year

Alternative S-4 involves excavation of an estimated 34,700 cubic yards of contaminated soil, on-site
treatment by low temperature thermal desorption (LTTD), and backfilling of treated material.  Buried drums
and the septic system would be excavated and transported off site for treatment or disposal.

LTTD is a treatment process for solids and sludges which uses thermal forces to remove PCBs and other organic
contamination.  Contaminated soil is indirectly heated causing the volatilization of organic compounds.  The
process off-gas is then treated using a scrubber and activated carbon filters, or some other appropriate gas
treatment approach.  The residuals from this process, which include spent carbon and small amounts of waste
water, would be transported off site for treatment or disposal.  Data available from the treatability study
show that PCBs have been reduced to less than 2 parts per million (ppm) (the treatability study treatment
goal).  It is anticipated that the EPA remediation goal of 1 ppm can be satisfied by modifying treatment
conditions such as residence time and temperature, if necessary.  If the remediation goal of 1 ppm cannot be
satisfied, the residual soils may need additional remedial measures (e.g., stabilization) prior to
backfilling.  If necessary, a waiver of TSCA chemical waste landfill requirements would be sought under 40
CFR 761.75(c)(4).

Treated soil would be tested to determine the need for stabilization of metals prior to backfilling.  After
backfilling, the treated soil would be graded, covered with topsoil, and seeded.  During construction and
related activities, an air monitoring program would be implemented to assure that no significant airborne
contamination migrates off site.  Dust suppression measures would be undertaken during soil excavation and
related activities.  Additionally, an assessment of the wetlands would be performed to determine the
potential impact of the remedial action.  If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland mitigation or restoration
would be developed.  Deed restrictions would be sought for the property, if necessary.

Alternative S-5:  Dechlorination

Estimated Capital Cost:                          $ 5,760,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs:                      $ 5,073,600
Estimated Present Worth:                         $16,800,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe:              2 years

The dechlorination alternative involves excavation of approximately 34,700 cubic yards of contaminated soils,
on-site treatment by dechlorination, and backfilling of the treated material.  Buried drums and the septic
system would be excavated and transported off site for treatment or disposal.

Dechlorination is a chemical treatment process in which a glycol reagent is used to displace chlorine
molecules from certain classes of chlorinated organic wastes, producing a less toxic, water-soluble species. 
Dechlorination can be used to treat liquids, soils, and sludges containing PCBs, chlorobenzenes, and
dibenzofurans.  The soil pH would be neutralized prior to backfilling on site, coupled with leachate testing
to demonstrate that treated soils would not contribute to groundwater contamination. Process fluids may
require off-site treatment or disposal.  Toxicity testing of treated soils would be performed to ensure that
terrestrial organisms can be supported.  Solid residuals would be sampled and analyzed for toxicity
characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) and total constituents, and other RCRA characteristics necessary for
off-site disposal.

Treated soil would be tested to determine the need for stabilization of metals prior to backfilling.  After
backfilling, the treated soil would be graded, covered with topsoil, and seeded.  During construction and
related activities, an air monitoring program would be implemented to assure that no significant airborne
contamination migrates off site.  Dust suppression measures would be undertaken during soil excavation and
related activities.  Additionally, an assessment of the wetlands would be performed to determine the
potential impact of the remedial action.  If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland mitigation or restoration
would be developed.  Deed restrictions would be sought for the property, if necessary.

Alternative S-6:  Solvent Extraction



Estimated Capital Cost:                          $16,200,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs:                      $ 5,716,900
Estimated Present Worth:                         $23,700,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe:              1 year

This alternative involves excavation of an estimated 34,700 cubic yards of contaminated soil, on-site
treatment by solvent extraction, and backfilling of the treated material.  Treated soil would be tested to
determine the need for stabilization of metals prior to backfilling.  Buried drums and the septic system
would be excavated and transported off site for treatment or disposal.

Solvent extraction is a physical treatment process in which an organic solvent is used to extract organic
contaminants from the soils and sediments.  The solvent extraction process would separate the contaminated
soils into three distinct fractions:  dry, oil-free solids; water; and oil.  This separation occurs in a
two-stage process consisting of a cold stage followed by a hot stage.  During the cold stage, the screened,
contaminated soil in mixed with a solvent such as triethylamine (TEA), and two phases are formed:  a
TEA/oil/water phase, and a solids phase.  The solids are removed with a filter or centrifuge and dried to
recover the solvent.  Since the environment is alkaline, the metals are converted to hydrated oxides, which
precipitate and exit the process with the solids.  After the TEA/oil/water phase leaves the cold stage, it is
heated to 130 F at which point two separate phases are formed:  a TEA/oil phase, and a TEA/water phase. 
Solvent is recovered by drying the solids, and steam stripping the oil and water phases.

Confirmatory sampling of treated soils and sediments would be conducted prior to backfilling.  This would
consist of sampling each batch of treated material and analyzing for PCBs and full TCLP and total analyses. 
Toxicity testing would also be conducted to ensure that treated soils can support terrestrial organisms.

Residual PCB-contaminated oil from the treatment process would be sampled for total and TCLP constituents,
and other RCRA characteristics necessary for off-site disposal.  No other residuals are anticipated to be
generated which would require off-site disposal.  However, material that cannot be processed in the solvent
extraction system (e.g., rocks, tree roots) may also require off-site disposal. 

After backfilling, the treated soil would be graded, covered with topsoil, and seeded.  During construction
and related activities, an air monitoring program would be implemented to assure that no significant airborne
contamination migrates off site.  Dust suppression measures would be undertaken during soil excavation and
related activities.  Additionally, an assessment of the wetlands would be performed to determine the
potential impact of the remedial action.  If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland mitigation or restoration
would be developed.  Deed restrictions would be sought for the property, if necessary.

Alternative S-7:  On-site Incineration

Estimated Capital Cost:                          $ 7,190,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs:                      $ 8,872,900
Estimated Present Worth:                         $25,300,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe:              3 years

Alternative S-7 would involve the excavation of approximately 34,700 cubic yards of contaminated soil
followed by thermal destruction of organic chemicals (PCBs, VOCs and PAHs) using a mobile on-site
incineration unit.  Contaminated materials (i.e., soils, sediments, hardened latex product and drums) would
be incinerated on site.  Materials handling may be necessary to shred drums and latex material prior to
feeding into the incinerator.

The rotary kiln incineration process evaluated for this alternative involves the introduction of wastes and
auxiliary fuel into the high end of an inclined cylindrical refractory-lined kiln.  Wastes are substantially
oxidized to gases and ash as they pass through the rotating kiln.  Rotation of the combustion chamber creates
turbulence and improves the degree of oxidation. Solids retention time varies from several minutes to more
than an hour depending on waste characteristics.  Exhaust gases from the kiln enter a secondary chamber
afterburner to complete oxidation of the combustible waste.  Prior to release to the atmosphere, exhaust
gases from the afterburner pass through air pollution control units for particulate and acid gas removal. 



Ash residue (i.e., treated soil) is discharged at the bottom of the kiln.  Treated soil would be tested to
assure the organic contaminants are destroyed and to determine the need for stabilization of metals prior to
backfilling.  After backfilling, the treated soil would be graded, covered with topsoil, and seeded.

During construction and related activities, an air monitoring program would be implemented to assure that no
significant airborne contamination migrates off site.  Dust suppression measures would be undertaken during
soil excavation and related activities.  Additionally, an assessment of the wetlands would be performed to
determine the potential impact of the remedial action. If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland mitigation
or restoration would be developed.  Deed restrictions would be sought for the property, if necessary.

Alternative S-8:  Off-site Landfilling

Estimated Capital Cost:                          $ 4,900,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs:                      $ 6,886,600
Estimated Present Worth:                         $13,600,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe:              1 year

This alternative consists of the excavation and off-site disposal of approximately 34,700 cubic yards of
contaminated material.

Composite soil and sediment samples would be analyzed for PCB content to characterize the level of
contamination.  Off-site landfilling of contaminated soils and sediments would be conducted in accordance
with RCRA and TSCA regulations, including transport via a licensed firm in accordance with Department of
Transportation requirements and disposal in an appropriately permitted landfill(s).  Soil containing less
than 50 ppm of PCBs could be sent to an industrial solid waste landfill, while soil contaminated above 50 ppm
would be sent to a RCRA/TSCA landfill.  RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (40 CFR 268) would be satisfied for
all excavated soil prior to landfilling.

During construction and related activities, an air monitoring program would be implemented to assure that no
significant airborne contamination migrates off site.  Dust suppression measures would be undertaken during
soil excavation and related activities.  Additionally, an assessment of the wetlands would be performed to
determine the potential impact of the remedial action. If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland mitigation
or restoration would be developed.  Deed restrictions would be sought for the property, if necessary. For
shipment to the off-site landfill, a rail spur would be constructed on the Industrial Latex site.  It would
take approximately 100 shipments utilizing five rail cars per day to transport the contaminated soil from
Industrial Latex site. Clean fill would be transported to the site and placed into the excavated area.
Utilizing a 20 cubic yard dump truck, it would take approximately 1,540 truckloads to backfill the site. 
After backfilling, the site would be graded, covered with topsoil, and seeded.

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR HARDENED MATERIAL IN VATS

The No Action alternative for the hardened material in vats is presented as Alternative S-1 (A) under the
soil remedial alternatives.  Under that alternative, no measures would be taken to reduce exposures to the
hardened material in the vats on the site.  Although combined with the no action alternative for soil, no
action for the hardened material in vats could be independently selected.

Alternative V-1:  Disposal of Vats in Off-site Landfill

Estimated Capital Cost:                          $140,200
Estimated Annual O&M Costs:                      $      0
Estimated Present Worth:                         $140,200
Estimated Implementation Timeframe:              2 months

Alternative V-1 involves dismantling the production vats from their steel supports and draining any remaining
unhardened material into drums for transportation off site for disposal in an off-site landfill or
incineration. The vats containing hardened material would then be transported to an approved TSCA/RCRA
landfill via flat bed truck.  The floor drains would also be removed and transported for disposal with the



vats.

Alternative V-2:  Disposal of Vats through Off-site Incineration

Estimated Capital Cost:                          $646,500
Estimated Annual O&M Costs:                      $      0
Estimated Present Worth:                         $646,500
Estimated Implementation Timeframe:              2 months

This alternative is similar to Alternative V-1, except that the vats would be transported off site for
incineration.  Because of their large size, the vats would likely require shredding prior to incineration. 
The material in the floor drains would also be disposed of through off-site incineration.

Alternative V-3:  Blast Hardened Material from Vats

Estimated Capital Cost:                          $286,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs:                      $      0
Estimated Present Worth:                         $286,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe:              3 months

Under this alternative, the hardened material in the vats and the floor drains would be removed using dry ice
pellet blasting.  Dry ice pellets would impact the hardened material at a high rate of speed, shearing the
material from the surface of the vats.  Because dry ice consists entirely of carbon dioxide which would
evaporate as the dry ice thaws, no residuals would be generated beyond the removed material.  The removed
material would be transported off site for incineration.

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR BUILDING SURFACES

The No Action alternative for the building surfaces is presented as Alternative S-1 (A) under the soil
remedial alternatives.  Under that alternative, no measures would be taken to reduce exposures to the
contaminated building surfaces on the site.  Although combined with the no action alternative for soil, no
action for the building surfaces could be independently selected.  Alternative B-1:  Solvent/Detergent
Washing Followed by Surface Sealing

Estimated Capital Cost:                          $450,700
Estimated Annual O&M Costs:                      $ 21,000
Estimated Present Worth:                         $773,700
Estimated Implementation Timeframe:              6 months

Alternative B-1 involves surface cleaning of the walls and floors with a two-part, non-flammable
solvent/detergent-based cleaner where PCB contamination is present only on the surface.

The effectiveness of this alternative is highly dependent on the depth of PCB contamination and the selection
of a cleaning solution.  Where the contaminants have migrated below the concrete surface, it may be difficult
to utilize this technology.  To reduce the chance of exposure to this subsurface contamination, it would be
necessary to seal the surface with an epoxy coating. Surface washing generates additional contaminated liquid
that would be disposed of off site.

Alternative B-2:  Blasting of Building Surfaces

Estimated Capital Cost:                          $799,700
Estimated Annual O&M Costs:                      $      0
Estimated Present Worth:                         $799,700
Estimated Implementation Timeframe:              4 months

Similar to the process described under Alternative V-3, the building surfaces would be cleaned using dry ice
pellet blasting.  The PCBcontaminated concrete removed from the building surfaces would be disposed of in an



offsite TSCA-permitted landfill.  Because the PCB contamination on the walls and floors has no apparent
thickness, and the blasting action is most effective for thick layers of surface contamination, field testing
would be required to evaluate the effectiveness of the technology for application at the site. Shrouds would
be erected in the area of operation to protect against flying debris and to contain waste material.  Because
the dry ice pellets would lift the contamination away from the concrete rather than pulverizing the concrete,
thereshould not be a significant airborne particulate exposure problem.  Air monitoring would be performed to
confirm this during remediation.

Alternative B-3:  Scabbling of Building Surfaces

Estimated Capital Cost:                          $320,900
Estimated Annual O&M Costs:                      $      0
Estimated Present Worth:                         $320,900
Estimated Implementation Timeframe:              3 months

This alternative is proven effective for removal of PCB contamination that has penetrated into a concrete
substrate.  A scabbling device, consisting of pneumatic pistons tipped with carbide teeth, would be used to
break off building material to a pre-determined depth.  A vacuum system attached to the scabbling device
would reduce the amount of dust generated and would be capable of containerizing the dust in one step. 
Scabbling generates no waste in addition to the contaminated concrete that is being removed. However, this
alternative could permanently damage the thin concrete block walls rendering the buildings useless or
potentially unsafe.  PCB-contaminated concrete would be disposed in an off-site TSCA-permitted landfill. 
Scabbling presents some risk of exposure to PCB-contaminated dust if the vacuum system is not operated
properly to contain the pulverized concrete.  Standard health and safety and fugitive dust control practices
should be sufficient to manage this risk.

Alternative B-4:  Building Demolition

Estimated Capital Cost:                          $643,400
Estimated Annual O&M Costs:                      $      0
Estimated Present Worth:                         $643,400
Estimated Implementation Timeframe:              6 months

This alternative would remove the PCB-contaminated structures from the site.  If completed in phases, it may
be possible to segregate the uncontaminated concrete from the contaminated concrete.  Testing during remedial
design would determine the ability to separate the material.  If it is possible to separate the material by
level of contamination, several options would beavailable for disposal.  The PCB-contaminated concrete which
contains greater than 50 ppm of PCBs, would be disposed of at a TSCA-permitted facility, while the concrete
containing between 1 and 50 ppm PCB could be disposed of at an industrial solid waste facility.  The
uncontaminated concrete could be used as fill on site or disposed of in an approved landfill off site. 
Building demolition presents potential short-term exposure to PCB-contaminated dust.  Therefore, appropriate
dust control measures would need to be employed during demolition. Air monitoring would also be performed
during remediation.

SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

In accordance with the NCP, a detailed analysis of each remedial alternative was performed with respect to
each of the nine evaluation criteria. This section discusses and compares the performance of the remedial
alternative under consideration against these criteria.  These criteria were developed to address the
requirements of Section 121 of CERCLA to ensure all important considerations are factored into remedy
selection decisions.  All selected remedies must at least satisfy the Threshold Criteria.  The selected
remedy should provide the best trade-offs among the Primary Balancing Criteria.  The Modifying Criteria are
evaluated following the public comment period.

Threshold Criteria

1.  Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not a remedy provides



adequate protection and describes how risks posed through each exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced, or
controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

2.  Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy would meet all of the applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARs) of federal and state environmental statutes and requirements and/or provide
grounds for invoking a waiver.  Primary Balancing Criteria

3.  Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the magnitude of residual risk and the ability of a
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once remedial
objectives have been met.

4.  Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment addresses the statutory preference for
selecting remedial actions that employ treatment technologies that permanently and significantly reduce
toxicity, mobility or volume of the hazardous substances as a principal element.

5.  Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protection and any adverse
impacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during the construction and implementation
period, until the remedial objectives are achieved.

6.  Implementability is the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy, including the availability
of materials and services needed to implement a particular alternative.

7.  Cost includes estimated capital and operation and maintenance costs, and the present worth costs.

Modifying Criteria

8.  State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS and the Proposed Plan, the State
supports, opposes, and/or has identified any reservations regarding the preferred alternative.

9.  Community acceptance refers to the community's comments on the alternatives described in the Proposed
Plan, and the RI and FS reports.  Responses to public comments are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary
section of this Record of Decision.

The three categories of contaminated media (i.e., soil, vats, and buildings) are evaluated separately
utilizing the above criteria. A comparative analysis of the remedial alternatives based upon the evaluation
criteria noted above, follows.

SOIL (INCLUDING BURIED DRUM/LATEX) REMEDIATION ALTERNATIVES

A comparison of the soil remediation alternatives follows.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternatives S-1 (A), No Action, and S-1 (B), Minimal Action, are not protective of human health and the
environment because the risks associated with the Industrial Latex site would persist for the foreseeable
future.  Alternative S-2, Capping, reduces the possibility of direct contact with contaminated soils through
containment and, therefore, reduces human health risks associated with direct contact with contaminated soil. 
However, the existing contaminated soil would remain on the site.  Alternative S-3, In-situ Stabilization,
also reduces the possibility of direct contact with the contaminated soils through immobilization and
containment.  Although contaminated soil remains on site under both Alternatives S-2 and S-3, further
migration of contaminants in the groundwater is reduced by minimizing infiltration and leaching of
contaminants into the groundwater.

The remaining five alternatives are protective of human health and the environment because they remove
contamination from the site, either directly, as in Alternative S-8, Off-site Landfilling, or by treating the
soil to remove the risk-causing contaminants (i.e., primarily PCBs).



Wetlands would be assessed to determine the need for mitigation measures or restoration if they would be
potentially impacted by remedial action.

Compliance with ARARs

While there are no ARARs for soil contamination, EPA policy has established a cleanup goal of 1 ppm for
PCB-contaminated sites for residential use.  EPA also developed site-specific, risk-based remediation goals
for the other contaminants of concern.  Alternative S-1 (A), No Action, and S-1 (B), Minimal Action, do not
achieve these remediation goals.  Alternatives S-2, Capping, and S3, In-situ Stabilization, also do not
comply with the remediation goals because the soil contamination would be left on site for an indefinite
period of time.  Although contaminant levels are not reduced, Alternatives S-2 and S-3 prevent direct contact
with and migration of contaminants through capping and/or immobilization of the contaminants. While
Alternative S-2 would reduce the leaching of contamination, it would not achieve RCRA-closure requirements. 

Alternatives S-4 through S-8 satisfy EPA remediation goals and RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions for hazardous
wastes as they apply to backfilling of treated soil, off-site landfilling, or residuals disposal. Alternative
S-8 may require additional treatment, however, prior to disposal in an offsite landfill.  Alternatives S-3
through S-6 would be designed to comply with RCRA requirements.  Alternatives S-7, On-site Incineration, and
S-8, Off-site Landfilling, comply with RCRA/TSCA regulations.  Additionally, Alternative 7 complies with RCRA
Subpart O Incineration Unit requirements. Alternatives S-4 through S-7 would be designed to satisfy air
ARARs.  Because of the presence of wetlands, wetlands mitigation or restoration requirements would be
complied with for those alternatives that impact on them.

Because Alternatives S-1 (A), No Action, and S-1 (B), Minimal Action, do not meet the threshold requirements
of overall protection of human health and the environment or compliance with ARARs, they will not be
considered further in the evaluation of alternatives.

Long-Term Effectiveness And Permanence

Alternatives S-4, LTTD, S-5, Dechlorination, and S-7, On-site Incineration, are the most effective in the
long term and the most permanent because the contamination is removed from the soil at the site and destroyed
either on or off site.  Treatability study results show that LTTD provided significant removal of PCBs from
Industrial Latex site soils.  Data available from the treatability study show that PCBs have been reduced to
less than 2 ppm (the treatability study treatment goal).  It is anticipated that the EPA risk-based
remediation goal of 1 ppm can be satisfied by modifying treatment conditions such as residence time and
temperature, if necessary.  If it is not possible to achieve the remediation goal, a waiver of TSCA chemical
waste landfill requirements would be sought under 40 CFR 761.75(c)(4).  The long-term effectiveness of
Alternative S-6, Solvent Extraction, is less certain than the other technologies because of the uncertainty
about the fate of the residual solvent used in the treatment process.  Alternative S- 8, Off-site
Landfilling, provides long-term effectiveness at the site, but relies on the long-term integrity of off-site
disposal facilities.

The long-term effectiveness of Alternative S-3, In-situ Stabilization, is also less certain because it relies
on the ability of the soil-fixing techniques to permanently immobilize the contaminants.  With this
technology, there is no certainty that the organic contaminants could be effectively immobilized. Alternative
S-2, Capping, is effective and prevents direct contact with contaminated soil only as long as the integrity
of the cap is maintained. Therefore, continued maintenance would be required for an indefinite period of
time.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment

Alternatives S-2 through S-8 all involve the removal and disposal of buried drums and hardened latex
material.  However, in dealing with the contaminants in the soil at the Industrial Latex site, some
alternatives provide a greater reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume.  Alternatives S-5,
Dechlorination, and S-7, On-site Incineration, provide the greatest reduction intoxicity, mobility, and
volume because the organic contaminants which pose the major problem at the Industrial Latex site (PCBs) are
destroyed in the treatment process.  Alternatives S-4, LTTD, and S-6, Solvent Extraction, also substantially



reduce the toxicity, mobility and volume of contamination by extracting organic compounds from the soil and
further treating the residuals off site.  Alternative S-3, In-situ Stabilization, relies solely on reduction
of the contaminant mobility of both organic and inorganic contaminants, and there is no certainty that the
organic contaminants could be effectively immobilized. Alternative S-2, Capping, uses no form of treatment
and relies solely on the ability of the cap to prevent direct contact and to prevent soil contamination from
further adversely affecting surface water and groundwater. Alternative S-8, Off-site Landfilling, does not
affect the toxicity or volume of contaminants, but it somewhat reduces the mobility by containing excavated
soils in a regulated landfill.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternative S-2, Capping, involves the least intrusive activity and, as a result, poses the least threat to
the surrounding community and to on-site workers.  Alternative S-2 also requires the shortest period of time
to implement, less than six months.  Alternative S-3, In-situ Stabilization, requires somewhat more intrusive
activity and, as a result, has a greater impact in the short term.  All of the remaining alternatives have a
greater potential impact in the short term due to excavation of soils, which would require engineering
controls to minimize these impacts.  For Alternatives S-4 through S-7, risks associated with treatment system
mobilization and startup are expected to be minimal.  The system vendor would be required to develop and
implement a health and safety plan to protect nearby residents and on-site workers.  This plan would address
chemical usage, operator safety, and responses to process leaks and unanticipated system upsets during
start-up. Wetlands disturbed by excavation and treatment system construction activities would be
appropriately addressed as part of these alternatives, where necessary. Alternative S-8, Off-site
Landfilling, would involve transportation of hazardous wastes over long distances, potentially creating
additional exposure risks.

Implementability

Alternative S-2, Capping, is the easiest alternative to implement and uses the most commonly available
materials and equipment.  The proposed asphalt cap is technically feasible to construct.  Since the
remediation area is relatively flat, only minor grading would be required to prepare the area for
construction. Alternative S-8, Off-site Landfilling, can also be implemented, provided that existing
landfills continue to be capable of receiving the waste at the time remediation occurs.  Alternative S-7,
On-site Incineration, has been successful in the remediation of hazardous waste problems, but has a
potentially long start-up process in order to demonstrate that applicable requirements will be met. 
Alternatives S-4, LTTD, S-5, Dechlorination, and S-6, Solvent Extraction, utilize processes which are
relatively new in the remediation of hazardous waste sites, and rely on the availability of off-site
facilities for the disposal or treatment of residuals.  Although treatability studies were performed for LTTD
during the RI/FS, Alternative S-4 may require pilot studies to determine the optimal operating parameters
during design.  Because there is some uncertainty as to the residuals associated with Alternatives S-5 and
S-6, toxicity testing would need to performed prior to implementation.  Alternative S-3, In-situ
Stabilization, has been successful for remediating inorganic contaminants, but is relatively new and
uncertain in the treatment of organic contaminants. Additives to the basic cement-based stabilizers would
have to be carefully determined through pilot-scale testing and may have to be varied throughout the site to
address the variability of the organic contamination.

Cost

Estimated capital costs, annual O&M costs, total present worth costs, and the implementation timeframes of
all of the soil remedial alternatives are summarized in Table 6.  Present worth costs are based on a 30-year
period and a discount rate of 5 percent.

Alternative S-2, Capping, is overall the least costly alternative. Among the treatment alternatives that
remove PCBs from the soil, Alternatives S-5, Dechlorination, and S-4, LTTD, were about equally low in cost
and were slightly more than twice as costly as Alternative S-2.  Alternative S-8, Off-site Landfilling, costs
more than Alternative S-2 (Capping) and S-3 (Insitu Stabilization), but less than all of the ex-situ
treatment alternatives.



State Acceptance

The State of New Jersey has not as yet concurred with the selected soil remediation alternative.

Community Acceptance

Community Acceptance was evaluated after the close of the public comment period. Written comments received
during the public comment period, as well as verbal comments during the public meeting on August 10, 1992,
were evaluated.  Several reservations were expressed regarding EPA's proposed soil remediation alternative at
the public meeting.  The responses to those comments are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary.

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR HARDENED MATERIAL IN VATS

The No Action alternative for the hardened material in vats is presented as Alternative S-1 (A) under the
soil remedial alternatives.  A comparison of the alternatives for remediating the hardened material follows.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The No Action alternative, S-1 (A), would not be protective of human health and the environment.  The risk of
exposure to the material in the vats would not be reduced to any degree under this alternative.

All of the active remedial alternatives reduce the current and future potential risks associated with direct
contact with hardened material in the vats by either completely removing the vats for off-site disposal at a
permitted landfill (Alternative V-1) or incinerator (Alternative V-2), or by removing the hardened material
from the vats using a blasting technology (Alternative V-3) for off-site treatment or disposal.

Because the No Action alternative is not protective of human health and the environment, it is not considered
further in this analysis.

Compliance with ARARs

For Alternative V-1, by removing all production vats and disposing of them in a TSCA/RCRA-permitted landfill
along with the latex material from the floor drains, all ARARs for transportation and disposal will be
satisfied.

For Alternative V-2, compliance with Federal regulations (RCRA and TSCA) would be achieved by properly
manifesting and transporting the vats to a TSCA/RCRA-permitted incinerator.  According to the TSCA
regulations, 40 CFR Part 761.60, solid PCB-contaminated waste material containing more than 50 ppm must be
managed in a TSCA-permitted waste management facility.

For Alternative V-3, waste material would be properly disposed of in accordance with TSCA and RCRA
regulations, as appropriate.  Following vat and floor drain cleaning, confirmatory wipe sampling would be
performed to ensure that the surfaces have been thoroughly cleaned to appropriate standards.

Long-Term Effectiveness And Permanence

Alternative V-2, Disposal of Vats Through Off-site Incineration, destroys the contaminant-bearing material
and, as such, offers a permanent, long-term solution.  Alternative V-3 would effectively decontaminate the
vats, and, through off-site incineration, could offer a permanent remedy. While not treating or destroying
contaminants, Alternative V-1, Disposal of Vats in Off-site Landfill, provides an effective means of disposal
because the contamination, which is essentially bound in the hardened material, is further placed in a
secure, regulated environment.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume through Treatment

Alternatives V-2, Disposal of Vats Through Off-site Incineration, and V-3, Blast Hardened Material from Vats,
reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume through thermal or other treatment.  Alternative V-1, Disposal of



Vats in Off-site Landfill, utilizes no treatment to reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume, but does
provide containment for the contaminants.  Additionally, because the material in the vats is hardened, the
mobility of contaminants is already greatly reduced.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternatives V-1, Disposal of Vats in Off-site Landfill, and V-2, Disposal of Vats Through Off-site
Incineration, are most effective in the short term because the vats are removed intact, resulting in less
potential exposure to workers and a shorter duration of remedial activity.  Alternative V-3, Blast Hardened
Material from Vats, requires the containment and collection of residuals for disposal, and, as a result, is
somewhat more difficult to implement in the short term.  In addition, Alternative V-3 has the potential to
produce an oxygen-deficient environment for workers.  Engineering controls would be utilized to prevent
disruption of the surrounding community.

Implementability

All of the alternatives are easy to implement, use widely available equipment and materials, and use
well-established methods.  All three alternatives can be implemented concurrently with the soil and building
surface alternatives.

Cost

Estimated capital costs, annual O&M costs, total present worth costs, and the implementation timeframes of
all of the remedial alternatives for the vats are summarized in Table 7.  Present worth costs are based on a
30-year period and a discount rate of 5 percent.

Alternative V-1, Disposal of Vats in Off-site Landfill, has the lowest overall cost.  The next lowest cost is
for Alternative V-3, Blast Hardened Material from Vats, which costs twice as much as Alternative V-1.
Alternative V2 is the most costly of the three alternatives. 

State Acceptance

The State of New Jersey has not as yet concurred with the selected alternative for the remediation of the
hardened material in vats.

Community Acceptance

Community Acceptance was evaluated after the close of the public comment period. Written comments received
during the public comment period, as well as verbal comments during the public meeting on August 10, 1992,
were evaluated.  Comments made at the public meeting generally supported EPA's proposed remedial alternative
for the hardened material in vats.  Those comments are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary.

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR BUILDING SURFACES

The No Action alternative for the building surfaces is presented as Alternative S-1 (A) under the soil
remedial alternatives.  A comparison of the building remediation alternatives follows.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The No Action alternative, S-1 (A), would not be protective of human health and the environment.  The risk of
exposure to the contaminated building surfaces would not be reduced to any degree under this alternative.

All four of the active remedial alternatives reduce the current and future risks associated with direct
contact with building and equipment surfaces and, as a result, are protective of human health and the
environment.  Alternative B-1, Washing/Surface Sealing, uses surface sealing as the primary isolating
mechanism, while Alternative B-2, Blasting, and B-3, Scabbling, attempt to remove contaminants.  Alternative
B-3, Scabbling, is not appropriate for equipment surfaces, however, and would have to be combined with one of



the other alternatives to be truly effective if equipment were to be left in place in the plant.  Alternative
B-4 removes the entire buildings from the site, thereby removing the contaminants and more fully protecting
human health and the environment.

Because the No Action alternative is not protective of human health and the environment, it is not considered
further in this analysis.

Compliance with ARARs

If Alternative B-1 were selected, the underlying surface would be decontaminated to comply with TSCA
regulations.  Confirmatory wipe sampling and chip sampling would be conducted, following cleaning, to ensure
that contaminants have been removed.

For Alternative B-2, compliance with TSCA regulations would be achieved by removing the surface contamination
on the concrete walls and floors, as confirmed by wipe sampling and chip sampling subsequent to surface
cleaning.

For Alternative B-3, compliance with TSCA regulations would be achieved by removing the surface contamination
on the concrete walls and floors, as confirmed by wipe and chip sampling subsequent to scabbling.

Disposal of material under Alternative B-4 would comply with TSCA regulations.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative B-2, Blasting, and Alternative B-3, Scabbling, both remove contaminated concrete for treatment
and provide a permanent, long-term solution. With Alternative B-1, Washing and Surface Sealing, only the
surface contamination is removed, and any remaining contamination that may have penetrated beneath the
surface is sealed in place.  Alternative B-1 is effective only as long as the sealant is maintained and
re-applied periodically.  As a result, it is not a truly permanent solution.  However, Alternative B-2,
Blasting, and B-3, Scabbling, may permanently damage the walls and floors if too much concrete is removed. 
Alternative B-4, Building Demolition, removes the entire buildings and provides a permanent solution to site
contamination, but relies on the integrity of off-site disposal facilities.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment

None of the four alternatives employ treatment, except that used for the disposal of residual, contaminated
concrete or washing solution. Alternative B-1, Washing/Surface Sealing, does not reduce the toxicity or
volume of contaminants, but reduces the mobility through containment. Alternatives B-2 (Blasting), B-3
(Scabbling), and B-4 (Building Demolition) do not reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants,
but merely removes them from the site.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternatives B-1 (Washing/Surface Sealing), B-2 (Blasting), and B-3 (Scabbling) are expected to take
approximately the same amount of time to implement.  Each of these alternatives should be completed within
one to two months from initiation.  Alternative B-4, Building Demolition, is expected to take approximately
six months to complete.  While there would be some increase in traffic as a result of the off-site disposal
of the buildingmaterials, coordination with local authorities would assist the development of safe
transportation measures.  However, because the buildings would be removed from the site, Alternative B-3
would enhance the soil remediation alternatives by providing added space with which to work.

Workers will be potentially exposed to the solvent mixture during implementation of Alternative B-1, and to
airborne dust during implementation of Alternatives B-2, B-3 and B-4.  Personal protective equipment and dust
control practices can be used to manage the risk. 

Implementability



All four alternatives are relatively easy to implement, use widely available equipment and materials, and use
well established methods.  Offsite disposal can be implemented along with off-site disposal of drums,
treatment residuals, and vat waste.

Cost

Estimated capital costs, annual O&M costs, total present worth costs, and the implementation timeframes of
all of the remedial alternatives for the buildings are summarized in Table 8.  Present worth costs are based
on a 30year period and a discount rate of 5 percent.

Alternative B-3, Scabbling, has the lowest overall cost. Alternative B-1, Washing and Surface Sealing, has
the second lowest capital cost. However, when additional application of sealant is considered, the cost of
Alternative B-1 is approximately equal to Blasting (Alternative B-2), the most expensive option. Alternative
B-4, Building Demolition, has the second lowest cost overall, which is approximately twice that of
Alternative B-3.

State Acceptance

The State of New Jersey has not as yet concurred with the selected alternative for building remediation. 
Community Acceptance

Community Acceptance was evaluated after the close of the public comment period. Written comments received
during the public comment period, as well as verbal comments during the public meeting on August 10, 1992,
were evaluated.  Comments made at the public meeting generally supported EPA's proposed remedy for the
buildings on the site.  Those comments are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary.

SELECTED REMEDY

Section 121(b) of CERCLA, as amended, requires EPA to select remedial actions which utilize permanent
solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery options to the maximum extent
practicable.  In addition, EPA prefers remedial actions that permanently and significantly reduce the
mobility, toxicity, or volume of site wastes.

After careful review and evaluation of the alternatives evaluated in detail in the feasibility study, and
consideration of all evaluation criteria, EPA presented Alternative S-4, Low Temperature Thermal Desorption,
for soils; Alternative V-1, Disposal of Vats in Off-site Landfill; and Alternative B-4, Building Demolition,
to the public as the preferred remedy.  This remedy includes excavation of contaminated soils, on-site
treatment by low temperature thermal desorption, and backfilling of treated material; excavation of the
septic system and buried drums for off-site treatment or disposal; dismantling the production vats from their
steel supports, draining any remaining unhardened material into drums for off-site disposal or incineration,
and disposal of vats in an approved TSCA/RCRA landfill; removal of the floor drains for disposal with the
vats; demolition and off-site disposal of the two on-site buildings; and a performance monitoring program. 
The performance monitoring program will include sufficient air monitoring prior to and during remedial action
to ensure that there are no significant emissions to off-site areas.

The input received during the public comment period, consisting primarily of questions and statements
submitted at the public meeting held on August 10, 1992, is presented in the Responsiveness Summary.  Public
comments did not necessitate any changes to the preferred alternatives. Accordingly, the preferred
alternatives have been selected by EPA as the remedial solution for the site.

Some additional activities will be performed during the remedial design and remedial action phases for the
site.  These activities are described below.
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STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Superfund remedy selection is based on CERCLA, as amended and the regulations contained in the NCP.  Under
its legal authorities, EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake remedial actions that
are protective of human health and the environment.  In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several
other statutory requirements and preferences.  These specify that when complete, the selected remedial action
for this site must comply with applicable, or relevant and appropriate environmental standards established
under federal and state environmental laws unless a statutory waiver is justified.  The selected remedy also
must be cost-effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or
resource-recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable.  Finally, the statute includes a preference
for remedies that employ treatment that permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or
mobility of hazardous wastes, as their principal element.  The following sections discuss how the selected
remedy meets these statutory requirements for the Industrial Latex site.

Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, dealing effectively with the threats
posed by the contaminants which were identified. The remedy will attain 10[-4] to 10[-6] risk level for
carcinogens and the HI will be less than 1 for noncarcinogens.  The action will eliminate contamination in
remediating the soil and sediments, vats, buildings and equipment, drums and hardened latex material, all of
which contribute to an increased health and environmental risk posed by the site.

There are no short-term threats associated with the selected remedy which cannot be readily controlled.  In
addition, no adverse cross-media impacts are expected from the remedy.

Compliance with ARARs

The selected remedy will comply with the substantive requirements of the following statutes and regulations. 
These ARARs are listed in Table 9.

Chemical-Specific ARARs

The contaminants of concern in the site soils will be remediated to meet EPA Risk-Based Remediation Goals. 
The Remediation Goals for the soil contaminants are listed in Table 5.  All soils that exceed these levels
will be excavated to the average groundwater table (approximately 10 feet below the ground surface), for
on-site treatment in the LTTD unit.  During excavation, confirmatory sampling will be conducted around the
perimeter of the excavation zones to ensure complete removal of soils exceeding remediation goals.

The remediation goals also represent the maximum concentrations which will be attained in the treated soil
before backfilling.  Treated soils will be backfilled on site provided confirmatory sampling shows that the
remediation goals have been achieved, and provided that the treated soil passes TCLP tests. If the soil fails
the TCLP test, it will be a characteristic hazardous waste, and will be managed in accordance with all
applicable RCRA regulations, including Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR; 40 CFR 268).  The treatment process
will be designed such that the LDR standard for each applicable contaminant, as listed in 40 CFR 268.43, is
satisfied.

EPA recognizes NJDEPE's request that soil at the site be remediated to the levels specified in the proposed
"Cleanup Standards for Contaminated Sites" which NJDEPE distributed to the public for comments earlier this
year.  EPA has not identified these proposed state regulations as ARARs since they have not been promulgated
by the state at this time.  Therefore, any additional actions which might be required (beyond the remedy
selected in this ROD) to remediate soil, vats, or buildings at the site to the levels specified in the
proposed state regulations are not required by CERCLA, nor are they eligible for federal funding under



CERCLA.  Any such additional actions may be undertaken if they are not inconsistent with the remedy selected
in this ROD, and if they are performed with NJDEPE funding.

Location-Specific ARARs

The soil remediation will be designed and constructed to minimize the disturbance of areas identified as
wetlands and to comply with the requirements of Executive Order No. 11990 for the Protection of Wetlands and
the New Jersey Wetlands Act of 1970.  Before beginning remedial activities, an assessment of the wetlands
would be performed to determine the potential impact of the remedial action.  If necessary, a detailed plan
for wetland mitigation or restoration would be developed.  The site is not within the coastal zone as defined
by the State of New Jersey.  The project area is not sensitive to the discovery of cultural resources. 
Therefore, no additional investigation is considered necessary.

Action-Specific ARARs

The process vats will be transported off site in accordance with all RCRA regulations to an approved
TSCA/RCRA landfill for disposal.

The construction debris from the demolition of the buildings will be segregated, if possible, according to
the level of contamination, for proper management.

Water sprays, dust suppressant chemicals, and other appropriate control measures will be used as necessary
during building demolition and soil excavation to minimize dust emissions.  Air monitoring will be conducted
to ensure compliance with air ARARs (Table 7).

During excavation activities, appropriate erosion control and soil conservation measures will be implemented.

Excavated drums and latex material that are determined by laboratory analysis to be characteristic hazardous
waste will be disposed off site in accordance with all RCRA and TSCA requirements, including 40 CFR 263
standards for manifesting, transporting, and recordkeeping.

Since the potential exists for treatment of soils classified as RCRA characteristic waste, the LTTD treatment
system will be operated in accordance with RCRA Subpart X Miscellaneous Unit requirements, if necessary.

LTTD will comply with air regulations, including the New Jersey Air Pollution Control Regulations for VOC and
toxic emissions (NJAC 7:27-11 and 17), since airborne contaminants liberated from the waste during treatment
are carried via the nitrogen gas carrier to the off-gas treatment system.

Sludge produced by the LTTD soil treatment system, which contains the contaminants removed from the soil,
will be disposed in accordance with RCRA and TSCA requirements at a RCRA/TSCA-permitted facility.

The production of noise in Bergen County, New Jersey, is regulated by the Noise Pollution Code.  This code
states that a sound source from within an industrial site may not exceed receiving levels of 55 decibels in a
residential zone. Local ordinances on noise in Wallington and Wood-Ridge indicate no noise after 10:00 p.m.;
noise reducers (such as mufflers for machinery, sound barriers along the affected property line, and
temporary building enclosures for treatment equipment) will be specified during the design phase, as
necessary, to comply with noise ordinances.  

In order to mitigate risks, a site health and safety plan will be developed and implemented.  This plan will
address personal protective equipment for remediation workers, minimizing dust exposure through water sprays
or suppressant chemicals, and restricting access to the excavation zone.  This plan will also address
chemical usage, operation safety, and responses to process leaks and unanticipated system upsets during
start-up associated with the LTTD equipment.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

EPA has determined that the selected remedy represents the maximum extent to which permanent solutions and



treatment technologies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner for the Industrial Latex site.  EPA has
determined that the selected remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs in terms of long-term
effectiveness and permanence, reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume achieved through treatment,
short-term effectiveness, implementability, cost and State and community acceptance.

The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and treatment technologies to the maximum extent
practicable.  The selected remedy represents the best balance of trade-offs among the alternatives with
respect to the evaluation criteria.

Cost-Effectiveness

The selected alternatives are determined to be cost-effective because they provide the highest degree of
protectiveness among the alternatives evaluated, while representing cost value.  The estimated total project
cost is $18,000,000.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

By treating contaminated soil on site through the use of an innovative process, the selected remedy addresses
the threats posed by the site through the use of treatment technologies.  Therefore, the statutory preference
for remedies that employ treatment as a principal element is satisfied.

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes from the preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Plan.
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